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Abstract: In animal nutrition, probiotics are considered as desirable alternatives to antibiotic growth
promoters. The beneficial effects of probiotics primarily depend on their viability in feed, which
demands technical optimization of biomass production, since processing and storage capacities are
often strain-specific. In this study, we optimized the production parameters for two broiler-derived
probiotic lactobacilli (L. salivarius andL. agilis). Carbohydrate utilization of both strains was determined
and preferred substrates that boosted biomass production in lab-scale fermentations were selected.
The strains showed good aerobic tolerance, which resulted in easier scale-up production. For the
freeze-drying process, the response surface methodology was applied to optimize the composition of
cryoprotective media. A quadratic polynomial model was built to study three protective factors (skim
milk, sucrose, and trehalose) and to predict the optimal working conditions for maximum viability.
The optimal combination of protectants was 0.14g/mL skim milk/ 0.08 g/mL sucrose/ 0.09 g/mL
trehalose (L. salivarius) and 0.15g/mL skim milk/ 0.08 g/mL sucrose/ 0.07 g/mL (L. agilis), respectively.
Furthermore, the in-feed stabilities of the probiotic strains were evaluated under different conditions.
Our results indicate that the chosen protectants exerted an extensive protection on strains during
the storage. Although only storage of the strains at 4 ◦C retained the maximum stability of both
Lactobacillus strains, the employed protectant matrix showed promising results at room temperature.
Keywords: probiotic; optimization procedure; freeze-drying; response surface method; in-feed stability
1. Introduction
The development of alternatives for antibiotic growth promoters in livestock has been of global
interest in the field of animal nutrition after their ban in many countries [1–3]. Probiotics have shown
beneficial effects in the field of animal nutrition such as improved weight gain, development of a
beneficial intestinal microbiota, and enhancement of the immune system in farm animals [4–6]. Most
probiotic are bacteria, but there are also few non-bacteria microorganisms like yeast that belong to
the probiotic family [7]. As an important member of lactic acid bacteria, Lactobacillus has become one
of the most commonly used probiotic species among all probiotic species [8]. Health promotion by
lactobacilli, which are generally regarded as safe (GRAS), makes them particularly interesting as a
zootechnical additive [9,10].
A sufficient number of viable probiotic cells is a prerequisite for their successful impact in the
animal [11]. In order to commercialize probiotics, timesaving and cost-effective methods to increase
bacterial cell yield during the production progress are necessary [12]. Among other parameters,
biomass production can be improved by adjusting growth factors (e.g., substrates, pH, incubation time)
to optimize biomass production [13–15]. Another fundamental factor is the cost intensive fermentation
especially of anaerobes, which negatively affects the scale-up of biomass production [16]. This topic
has been investigated in several studies, but with a limited number of candidate species [17].
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The preparation of probiotic products calls for reasonable cell stability during the manufacturing
process. Among various techniques, drying methods are commonly used for the preservation and
ease of handling of microorganisms [18]. Freeze-drying has been widely applied to bacteria that
exhibit high stability against low temperatures [19]. However, stress factors such as very low freezing
temperatures or dehydration during freeze-drying can cause undesirable loss of viability for some
probiotic strains [20,21]. Due to this, a variety of cryo-protectants have been developed to increase the
viability of probiotic bacteria during the freeze-drying procedure [22,23]. Protectants such as skim
milk, whey proteins, sugars, or other bio-polymers were studied mostly as combinations for synergistic
protective effects with other protectants [24,25]. The classical one-variable-at-a-time approach (OVAT)
strategy was deemed more time-consuming. It ignores the interaction between functioning factors,
which might lead to the confusion and bias of results [26]. Thus, the response surface method has
become one of the most used optimization approaches to create the best conditions with a minimum
number of experiments [25]. Among different optimization procedures, the Box-Behnken Design
(BBD) has been shown to be superior to 3-level full factorial designs and is, thus, being used in
response surface modelling [27,28]. Furthermore, results indicated that cryo-protectants might work
in a strain-specific manner and, thus, optimization may rely on particular protective systems for a
given strain.
Viability and activity of probiotics during storage are critical criteria for both the manufacturer
and customer [29]. Storage conditions affect survival of bacterial cells [30] and can even influence
the functionality of the probiotic such as stress resistance or capacity of epithelial adhesion without
changing cell viability [31]. Most studies report on the storage stability of probiotics as a sole objective.
However, in-feed stability is of prime importance, but is seldom reported.
In a previous study, two Lactobacillus strains (L. salivarius, L. agilis) were isolated from broiler
intestinal samples (unpublished data). These strains were tested for their applicability as a probiotic
additive for poultry. The current study determined the most economical and feasible procedure to
produce those probiotic strains as feed additive. Furthermore, different factors regarding biomass
production, survival during lyophilization, and in-feed stability of storage were evaluated.
2. Results
2.1. Metabolic Fingerprints of the Lactobacillus Strains
The results for the BIOLOG® AN plates are shown as a heat map in Figure 1. The L. salivarius strain
showed a broader carbohydrate utilization spectrum than the L. agilis strain. The highest metabolic
activity for the L. salivarius strain was observed for maltose, raffinose, sucrose, and glucose, while the
L. agilis strain metabolized mannose, glucose, L-lactic acid, and mannitol as preferred carbohydrate
substrates followed by mannitol, lactic acid, mannose, glucose, maltose, sucrose, maltotriose, lactose,
melibiose, raffinose, sorbitol, and lactulose. Taking cost and easy-availability of those substrates into
consideration, mannitol, mannose, maltose, sucrose, melibiose, and sorbitol were selected for further
evaluation of boosting effects on lactobacilli growth.
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Figure 1. Metabolic fingerprint of the probiotic Lactobacillus strains. DLAE = D-Lactic Acid Methyl 
Ester. HA = α- Hydroxybutyric Acid. DGA = D-Galacturonic Acid. GLM = Glycyl-L-Methionine. GLP 
= Glycyl-L-Proline. NADG = N-Acetyl-D-Glucosamine. S1 = L. salivarius. S73 = L.agilis. 
2.2. Booster Effects of Selective Carbon Sources on Biomass Production 
Figure 1. Metabolic fingerprint of the probiotic Lactobacillus strains. DLAE = D-Lactic Acid Methyl
Ester. HA = α- Hydroxybutyric Acid. DGA = D-Galacturonic Acid. GLM = Glycyl-L-Methionine.
GLP = Glycyl-L-Proline. NADG = N-Acetyl-D-Glucosamine. S1 = L. salivarius. S73 = L.agilis.
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2.2. Booster Effects of Selective Carbon Sources on Biomass Production
The addition of sucrose and sorbitol to the basal medium led to a significantly increased number
of viable cells for strain L. salivarius after 12 h of incubation, while the addition of mannose revealed a
booster effect on bacterial growth for the strain L. agilis (Table 1). Extension of cultivation time to 24 h
showed that, all incubations exhibited lower viable cell numbers than after 12 h, except for incubations
in the basal medium. The lowest viable cell numbers were observed after 48 h of incubation (see
Table 1), whereas the biomass in all experimental groups decreased to a level significantly lower than
in the MRS medium.
When comparing all cultivation situations, the incubation of 12 h with the addition of sucrose
significantly increased the biomass yield of strain L. salivarius (p = 0.05). Although the addition of
mannose did not significantly increase the biomass yield of L. agilis (p = 0.127), it ascertained that
shortening the cultivation time still yielded high biomass for both strains. These two substrates were
used in further tests to increase the biomass yield for L. salivarius and L. agilis, respectively.
Table 1. Biomass of the probiotic strains in media supplemented with different additional substrates at
different time points [log CFU/mL].
12 h 24 h 48 h
L. salivarius L. agilis L. salivarius L. agilis L. salivarius L. agilis
Sucrose 9.22 ± 0.02 * 9.08 ± 0.02 * 8.94 ± 0.05 * 8.82 ± 0.06 * 8.67 ± 0.12 8.11 ± 0.06 *
Maltose 9.08 ± 0.05 * 9.11 ± 0.07 8.74 ± 0.12 * 8.74 ± 0.12 * 8.26 ± 0.13 * 8.1 ± 0.12 *
Mannitol 9.04 ± 0.11 9.02 ± 0.09 8.75 ± 0.19 * 8.54 ± 0.07 * 8.45 ± 0.09 * 8.21 ± 0.09 *
Mannose 9.1 ± 0.04 * 9.2 ± 0.06 * 8.61 ± 0.03 * 8.92 ± 0.05 * 8.49 ± 0.04 * 8.42 ± 0.1 *
Sorbitol 9.18 ± 0.06 * 9.17 ± 0.03 * 8.88 ± 0.03 * 8.88 ± 0.04 8.48 ± 0.11 * 8.22 ± 0.06 *
Melibiose 9 ± 0.06 9.03 ± 0.03 8.96 ± 0.05 8.52 ± 0.04 * 8.63 ± 0.06 8.27 ± 0.1 *
MRS contol 8.86 ± 0.1 8.98 ± 0.04 9.07 ± 0.07 9.13 ± 0.02 8.65 ± 0.04 8.65 ± 0.07
* = p < 0.05. MRS control: control medium (de Man, Rogosa, and Sharpe medium).
2.3. Effect of Aerobic or Anaerobic Incubation on Biomass Production
The tolerance of both strains to oxygen was evaluated by growth under aerobic or anaerobic
conditions. Compared to aerobic conditions, the L. salivarius strain demonstrated numerically
increased biomass under anaerobic conditions (11.97 ± 11.40 log CFU/L anaerobic vs. 11.90 ± 10.74
log CFU/L aerobic). There was also no significant difference in the biomass of strain L. agilis
between anaerobic incubation and aerobic incubation (12.01 ± 11.17 log CFU/L anaerobic vs. 12.02 ±
11.07 log CFU/L aerobic).
2.4. Lyophilization and Optimization of Lyo-Protectants
With the purpose of defining the best survival of the strains after lyophilization, a total of
17 experiments with appropriate combinations of the three chosen protectants (skim milk, sucrose, and
trehalose) were performed, according to the Box-Behnken Design (BBD).
Both actual and predicted responses of the strains with a different combination of factors were
used for the establishment of a quadratic model (Supplemental Table S3). The ANOVA (Analysis of
variance) fitted quadratic polynomial model is presented in Table 2. Data in both models were different
with a high significance. The value of the determination coefficient also confirmed the goodness of fit
for the polynomial model. Coefficients are the effects of each factor. By interpreting the results, it is
possible to define the factor or factor combinations that have higher influence. The significances of
all coefficients are shown in Table 2. In the current case, most linear coefficients, square coefficients,
and interaction coefficients of the L. salivarius model (X1, X2, X1X2, X2X3, X12, X22, and X32) and the
L. agilis model (X1, X2, X3, X1X2, X1X3, X22, and X32) were significant model terms, which confirmed
the validation of the model.
Molecules 2019, 24, 3286 5 of 17
Table 2. Coefficient estimates and ANOVA (Analysis of variance) analysis of the quadratic model for
lactobacilli survival during the lyophilization process.





Intercept 72.9 ± 0.4 233.22 <0.0001
<0.0001 ** 0.9924
Skim milk 6.64 ± 0.32 430.95 <0.0001
X2 6.76 ± 0.32 446.4 <0.0001
X3 0.59 ± 0.32 3.41 0.1071
Skim milk, sucrose 3.69 ± 0.45 66.4 <0.0001
X1X3 0.24 ± 0.45 0.29 0.6063
X2X3 2.11 ± 0.45 21.72 0.0023
X12 −4.2 ± 0.44 90.93 <0.0001
X22 −12.49 ± 0.44 802.54 <0.0001
X32 −5.37 ± 0.44 148.45 <0.0001
L. agilis
Intercept 77.26 ± 0.52 82.44 <0.0001
<0.0001 ** 0.9786
X1 8.6 ± 0.41 440.12 <0.0001
X2 3.19 ± 0.41 60.54 0.0001
X3 2.37 ± 0.41 33.46 0.0007
X1X2 −1.79 ± 0.58 9.58 0.0174
X1X3 −1.47 ± 0.58 6.45 0.0387
X2X3 −1.06 ± 0.58 3.36 0.1095
X12 −1.01 ± 0.56 3.23 0.1155
X22 −6.07 ± 0.56 115.44 <0.0001
X32 −4.23 ± 0.56 56.11 0.0001
X1 = skim milk. X2 = sucrose. X3 = trehalose. ** = p < 0.01.
The fitted response surface plots and their corresponding contour plots for the survival of the
strains after lyophilization are shown in Figures 2 and 3. The diagnostic of the modelling demonstrated
that all residuals of both responses were normally distributed as linearity, which validated the statistical
assumption of the model (Supplementary Figure S1). The predicted vs. actual value of survival of
both L. salivarius and L. agilis are presented in Figure 4.
The optimal concentration for each variable was deduced from the software as 0.14 g/L skim milk,
0.08 g/L and 0.09 g/L trehalose for L. salivarius, and 0.15 g/L skim milk, 0.08 g/L, and 0.07 g/L trehalose
for L. agilis, respectively. With the optimized formulation of cryo-protectants, the maximum survival
of both L. salivarius and L. agilis could be demonstrated (Table 3).






Deviation 95% PI Low 95% PI High
L. salivarius Maximized 76.19 3.91 65.54 86.83
L. agilis Maximized 84.77 1.16 81.56 87.97
PI = Prediction interval.
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Figure 2. Response surface and contour plots depicting L. salivarius viability after lyophilization. A, 
B: skim milk vs sucrose. C, D: skim milk vs. trehalose. E, F: sucrose vs. trehalose. 
Figure 2. Response surface and contour plots depicting L. salivarius viability after lyophilization.
(A,B): skim milk vs sucrose. (C,D): skim milk vs. trehalose. (E,F): sucrose vs. trehalose.
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Figure 3. Response surface and contour plots depicting L. agilis viability after lyophilization. A, B: 
skim milk vs. sucrose. C, D: sucrose vs. trehalose. E, F: skim milk vs. trehalose. 
Figure 3. Response surface and contour plots depicting L. agilis viability after lyophilization. (A,B): skim
milk vs. sucrose. (C,D): sucrose vs. trehalose. (E,F): skim milk vs. trehalose.
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2.5. Stability during In-Feed Storage 
The stability of both strains was determined according to their time-dependent in-feed survival 
after mechanical mixing in the feed mill. The cryo-protectants showed no significant effects against 
feed processing, since no difference with or without protectants was observed for both strains (Table 
4). The L. salivarius strain suffered only from a small numeric decrease in the cell numbers. Similarly, 
the protectants demonstrated no significant protection effect for the L. agilis strain. The refrigerated 
storage revealed slightly higher viability than storage at room temperature. Short-term storage (day 
0–4) showed remarkable in-feed survival rates for both strains without differences of storage with or 
without cryo-protectants. 
As to the mid-term storage (day 5–15), the survival of the L. salivarius strain with protectants 
under a refrigerated condition was higher than without protectants at day 15. However, the 
difference between the strain with protectants at room temperature and the strain without protectants 
at a refrigerated condition was not significant. Long-term storage for 28 days showed that the L. 
salivarius strain with protectants at a refrigerated condition exhibited a notably higher survival rate 
than under any other condition. When incorporated with protectants, the viability of the L. agilis 
strain was significantly higher on day 15 and 28. The details were shown in Table 4. 
Figure 4. Linear plot fitting predicted vs. actual viability of lactobacilli. (A): L. salivarius. (B): L. agilis.
2.5. Stability during In-Feed Storage
The stability of both strains was determined according to their time-dependent in-feed survival
after mechanical mixing in the feed mill. The cryo-protectants showed no significant effects against
feed processing, since no difference with or without protectants was observed for both strains (Table 4).
The L. salivarius strain suffered only from a small numeric decrease in the cell numbers. Similarly, the
protectants demonstrated no significant protection effect for the L. agilis strain. The refrigerated storage
revealed slightly higher viability than storage at room temperature. Short-term storage (day 0–4)
showed remarkable in-feed survival rates for both strains without differences of storage with or
without cryo-protectants.
As to the mid-term storage (day 5–15), the survival of the L. salivarius strain with protectants
under a refrigerated condition was higher than without protectants at day 15. However, the difference
between the strain with protectants at room temperature and the strain without protectants at a
refrigerated condition was not significant. Long-term storage for 28 days showed that the L. salivarius
strain with protectants at a refrigerated condition exhibited a notably higher survival rate than under
any other conditi n. When i corporat d with protecta ts, the viability of the L. agilis strain w s
significantly higher o day 15 and 28. The d tails were shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Survival of the probiotic L. salivarius and L. agilis during the storage [%].
L. salivarius L. agilis
Without Protectants With Protectants Without Protectants With Protectants
20 ◦C 4 ◦C 20 ◦C 4 ◦C 20 ◦C 4 ◦C 20 ◦C 4 ◦C
BM 9.01 ± 0.04 100.00% 9.00 ± 0.02 100.00% 9.01 ± 0.02 100.00% 9.00 ± 0.04 100.00% 9.02 ± 0.00 100.00% 9.00 ± 0.03 100.00% 9.01 ± 0.03 100.00% 9.00 ± 0.01 100.00%
DPM0 8.97 ± 0.01 91.56% 8.98 ± 0.01 95.33% 9 ± 0.02 97.74% 8.99 ± 0.03 98.00% 9.00 ± 0.00 97.11% 9.00 ± 0.01 100.67% 9.01 ± 0.00 99.02% 9.01 ± 0.01 101.00%
DPM1 8.97 ± 0.04 90.58% 8.98 ± 0.02 95.00% 8.99 ± 0.05 95.48% 8.99 ± 0.03 98.00% 9.00 ± 0.01 96.46% 9.00 ± 0.03 100.33% 9.01 ± 0.01 99.35% 9.01 ± 0.02 101.00%
DPM2 8.96 ± 0.03 89.29% 8.97 ± 0.04 93.33% 8.99 ± 0 95.16% 8.99 ± 0.01 98.67% 8.99 ± 0.04 94.53% 9.00 ±0.04 100.00% 9.00 ± 0.02 97.07% 9.01 ± 0.01 101.00%
DPM3 8.95 ± 0.03 87.34% 8.96 ± 0.04 91.33% 8.98 ± 0.02 93.55% 8.99 ± 0.02 97.00% 8.99 ± 0.02 93.89% 8.99 ± 0.04 98.67% 9.00 ± 0.00 97.07% 9.00 ± 0.03 99.00%
DPM4 8.96 ± 0.02 88.31% 8.96 ± 0.03 91.33% 8.99 ± 0.01 93.55% 8.99 ± 0.01 97.33% 8.99 ± 0.01 94.86% 8.99 ± 0.00 98.00% 8.99 ± 0.03 96.74% 9.00 ± 0.01 99.34%
DPM15 8.91 ± 0.01a 78.90% 8.92 ± 0.03ab 83.67% 8.96 ± 0.02b 89.03% 8.97 ± 0.01b 94.33% 8.95 ± 0.01a 85.21% 8.96 ± 0.02ab 91.00% 8.99 ± 0.01b 95.44% 8.99 ± 0.01b 98.34%
DPM28 8.64 ± 0.05a 42.86% 8.83 ± 0.03b 67.10% 8.84 ± 0.02b 67.74% 8.93 ± 0.01c 85.33% 8.71 ± 0.04a 49.84% 8.85 ± 0.01a 70.33% 8.91 ± 0.02b 79.48% 8.95 ± 0.02b 88.37%
BM = before mixing. DPM = day-post-mixing. a, b, c = significantly different within a row.
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3. Discussion
The advantageous role of probiotics in human and animal health has been well accepted.
The promising potential is increasingly used in animal nutrition [10]. Among the challenges toward the
commercialization of probiotic products, the main factor is the delivery of adequate amounts of viable
bacteria at the time of administration [32]. Thus, the optimization of production parameters for specific
probiotic strains is of high importance. The current study investigated optimal and cost-effective
preparation procedures to ensure a high yield of biomass and maximum in-feed stability of two
probiotic strains that were isolated in a previous study. The efficiency of probiotic products is highly
dependent on cell viability, since the mode of action of probiotics is conferred by living cells [33]. Thus,
a prerequisite for a successful probiotic product is its stability throughout the processing and storage
until delivery. Our present study aimed to investigate the optimal and cost-effective preparation
procedure for two selected probiotic Lactobacillus strains. Aspects of biomass production, protection
during lyophilization, and in-feed storage stability were investigated.
The utilization of substrates by lactobacilli is characterized by species-specific or strain-specific
differences during growth [34]. To define the specific carbon source preferences of the probiotic
Lactobacillus strains, the BIOLOG® technology was employed in this study. The microtiter plate-based
BIOLOG® methodology is primarily used as a tool for identifying bacteria [35] and has also been
used as a tool to compare the metabolic activity of microbial communities from different habitats [36].
The BIOLOG® system is based on the reduction of a redox dye, which indicates bacterial utilization of
substrates [37]. Thus, color development during growth not only indicates substrate use, but is also
directly proportional to metabolic activity. This potential was used to rapidly identify the preferential
substrate utilization of the two probiotic Lactobacillus strains. Substrate utilization varied as expected,
which shows specific substrate preferences for each strain. After ranking by OD (optical density), the
six top substrates were selected for further evaluation.
MRS (de Man, Rogosa, and Sharpe) medium was used in this study, because it is the most
commonly used complete medium to allow growth of lactic acid bacteria [38]. The selected carbon
sources were added as additional substrates to determine whether they would enhance cell growth on
top of the already present glucose. Our results indicate that the addition of sucrose for L. salivarius and
mannose for L. agilis shortened the exponential growth phase and yielded more biomass than with
MRS alone.
Lactobacillus spp. are facultative anaerobes, but several species do not tolerate oxygen well [39,40].
Since aerobic cultivation has less energy and is cost intensive, economic advantages can be gained, if
technical biomass production can be run under aerobic conditions [41]. Therefore, it was essential to
know whether the selected probiotic strains grew equally well under an aerobic condition. As the two
strains showed good oxygen resistance, they should be able to be cultured aerobically under large-scale
technical conditions. This will lead to a more economic biomass production for those strains.
Extended incubation time (48 h) led to cell loss, which was likely subjected to the self-inhibition
caused by accumulation of lactate or other end metabolites [42]. Therefore, biomass production was
set to 12 h in the MRS medium supplied with booster substrates. Freeze-drying is one of the commonly
employed techniques to produce viable bacterial cells for long-term storage [43,44]. However, a fraction
of cells is lost during the lyophilization process because of ice crystal formation with subsequent
damage to the viable cell [45]. To maintain viability, a variety of cryo-protectants have been developed
to provide structural dry residues as support as well as to act as rehydration receptors [46]. Therefore,
cryo-protectants also play an important role in the conservation of probiotic products, which lead to
higher survival of probiotic strains [47,48].
Several studies addressed the generation of a protective medium for L. salivarius strains, but
different methods and optimal media compositions were found in different studies [49–51]. This
suggests that protective effects are strain-dependent. To our best knowledge, it is the first study on
optimization of cryo-protection for L. agilis. Although protection might be strain-dependent, the
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beneficial action of skim milk for the L. agilis strains may also hold true for other L. agilis strains. Thus,
future studies on L. agilis may also include skim milk as a cryo-protectant during optimization.
Multiple compounds in a cryo-protective mixture were often found to yield synergic effects [52].
Hence, three potential protective factors were used in this study, i.e., skim milk, sucrose, and trehalose.
To better understand how the three factors interacted and to find the optimal working concentrations,
the Box Behnken Design (BBD) for multivariate optimization schemes with simultaneously changed
variables was applied to build a mathematical model with experimental data [27]. The most influencing
factor for both strains was skim milk, which is consistent with other investigations [53]. Skim milk
for protection of viable cells stabilizes bacterial cell membranes and enables an easier rehydration by
creating a high surface porous structure [54]. Both sucrose and trehalose enhanced survival of the cells
in addition to the protective effect of skim milk. A similar synergistic effect was reported previously
for Candida sake cells. In that study, the single use of sucrose did not significantly increase cell viability,
but protected the cells better, when skim milk was used during freeze-drying [55].
The protection of bacterial cells by disaccharides is generally attributed to their capacity to hydrate
biological structures, which is referred to as a ‘water replacement hypothesis’ [56]. In studies on the
activity of protective sugars, trehalose was shown to be the most effective compound for a range of
lactic acid bacterial strains (L. bulgaricus, L. acidophilus, and S. salivarius etc.) [57]. In our case, trehalose
did not act as a predominant factor, as demonstrated by a similar effect like sucrose. Between the tested
lactobacilli, the L. salivarius strain was more dependent on trehalose. Not only the positive influence
on viable biomass during the lyophilization, but also improvement of viability during storage has been
reported for a range of protectants [58]. Several studies used skim milk, sucrose and trehalose alone or
in combination [49,59,60]. To our knowledge, storage in a feed matrix is rarely tested for probiotics
in animal nutrition. In one study, a mixture of Bacillus spp. was tested as liquid culture in prawn
feed. Similar to our study, their results also indicated that probiotic Bacillus spp. strains were more
stable at a lower temperature (4 ◦C). Nevertheless, the survival of their isolates at room temperature
after 28 days was actually lower than in our study, which can be assigned to a lower stability of liquid
cultures compared to dried powders [61].
Storage at 4 ◦C is not possible for animal feeds, as energy demands for tons of feed would be
prohibitively high. Although the temperature exerted a significant impact on survival, it was evident
that the combination of protectants enhanced the in-feed stability throughout storage. Furthermore,
the L. salivarius strain also showed improved stability against physical mixing, when combined with
cryo-protectants. On the contrary, the L. agilis strain seemed to be more tolerant against a physical force,
since no significant changes were observed between cryo-protectants or non-protected feed samples.
This corresponds to a report by Sadguruprasad and coworkers (2018) who found highly variable and
strain-dependent storage effects on microorganisms [62]. However, the designated protectants in this
study benefited the stability of both strains from short-term to mid-term storage when mixed and
stored with feed.
4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Strains and Medium
The strains were isolated from broiler intestinal samples and taxonomically identified as L. salivarius
and L. agilis by 16S rDNA sequencing. Both strains were stored in cryo stock at −80 ◦C. They were
cultivated in de Man, Rogosa and Sharpe (MRS, Carl Roth GmbH + Co. KG, Germany) broth in
anaerobic jars (Merck KGaA, Germany) with Anaerocult C (Merck KGaA, Germany) at 37 ◦C for 24 h.
The inoculum was prepared fresh each time before use. MRS agar plates were used to determine the
viable cell number after treatment.
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4.2. Metabolic Fingerprint of Probiotic Lactobacillus Strains
BIOLOG® AN plates (BIOLOG® Inc., Hayward, CA, USA) were used to identify the substrate
utilization pattern of the isolates [37]. The technology can also be used to determine substrate utilization
patterns of microbial communities [63]. In the present study, the BIOLOG® AN type plate was used
to determine the carbohydrate preference of the Lactobacillus strains. The procedure followed the
manufacturers’ guide with a minor modification. Both strains were inoculated in de Man, Rogosa
and Sharpe medium (MRS, Carl Roth GmbH + Co. KG, Germany) and incubated in anaerobic jars
(Merck KGaA, Germany) with Anaerocult C (Merck KGaA, Germany) overnight. The cultures were
then washed with Phosphate Buffered Saline (PBS), pH 7.4, for three times and diluted to 107 cells/mL.
A total of 100µL bacterial suspension was pipetted into each well of BIOLOG® AN plate in triplicate.
The plates were incubated in anaerobic jars with Anaerocult C at 37 ◦C for 24 h and optical density was
read with a microtiter plate reader (Tecan Infinite200Pro, Germany) at OD590nm.
4.3. Booster Effects of Additional Carbohydrate Sources on Biomass Production
Six carbohydrates (sucrose, maltose, mannitol, sorbitol, and melibiose) were selected as possibly
beneficial for an increased biomass production of the two probiotic strains. The carbohydrates were added
to MRS medium and supplemented with each of the selected additional substrates at a concentration
of 1% (w/v) and each strain was inoculated into 100 mL of each carbohydrate-supplemented medium
reaching a final inoculum of 106 CFU/mL. After anaerobic cultivation at 37 ◦C for 12 h, 24 h, and 48 h,
respectively, the resulting biomass was enumerated by plating.
4.4. Determination of Bacterial Growth under Aerobic or Anaerobic Conditions
Pre-cultures of both strains were prepared as described above. An inoculum of each strain was
inoculated into 500 mL MRS medium with 105 CFU/mL and incubated either in an anaerobic jar with
Anaerocult C or in an aerobic incubator at 37 ◦C. After 12 h of incubation, the biomass of each culture
was determined by plating.
4.5. Lyophilization and Optimization of Cryoprotectants
Pre-cultures were harvested after culturing under an aerobic condition at 37 ◦C for 12 h. Biomass
was concentrated by centrifugation (10 min, 15,000 g, 4 ◦C) and resuspended in different protective
media. Each medium contained combinations of sucrose, skim milk, and trehalose at different
concentrations (see Supplemental Materials). The suspensions were transferred into lyophilization
boxes, incubated at −80 ◦C for 48 h, and dehydrated at −55 ◦C in a lyophilizer (LyoVac GT2, LC
Didactic, Hürth, Germany) for 48 h. The freeze-dried biomass was ground into powder with a mortar
and pestle and stored at 4 ◦C. The survival of the strain was determined by plating.
The optimization of cryoprotectants was performed using the response surface methodology [64],
by which a response surface model was constructed for optimization with a sequential quadratic
programming approach.
The survival of both lactobacilli was considered to be an individual response. The Box Behncken
Design (BBD) with three factors (skim milk: X1, sucrose: X2, and trehalose: X3) and the software
Design Expert 8.06 (Stat-ease Inc., Minneapolis, MN, USA) was used to analyze the survival data. The
analytical procedure was referred to a study with minor modification [25]. A three-variable BBD with
six replicates at the center point was selected to build the response surface models. The design is shown
in the Supplementary Materials (Supplementary Tables S1 and S2). Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was performed to determine the post prediction and reproducibility of assessed combinations. The
design was used to determine an optimal composition of protective medium by fitting the polynomial
model on the basis of the response surface methodology [65].
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4.6. In-Feed Stability of Probiotic Products
Both strains were prepared by lyophilization with or without cryo-protectants, as described
above. A basal feed for broiler chicken was produced in mash form in the feed mill of the Institute of
Animal Nutrition, Freie Universität Berlin (Supplementary Table S3). The probiotic products were
homogenized in the feed with a feed mixer (5 kg) at an approximate concentration of 107 CFU/g.
The following treatments were applied to the mash feeds: with or without cryo-protectants at room
temperature or 4 ◦C storage. All feed samples were stored for a maximum of 28 days. Subsamples
(2 g) were drawn at 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 15, and 28 days of storage and serially diluted in PBS (Phosphate
buffered saline). Residual CFU/g of the strains was determined by plating. The in-feed survival rate
was calculated as: survival rate [%] = CFU/g detected at day n post mixing (DPMn)/CFU/g before
mixing (BM) ×100.
4.7. Statistical Analysis
All experiments were performed twice in triplicates. The results are presented as means ±
standard deviation (SD). The Design Expert 8.06 software was used for the data analysis estimation of
responses and prediction of optimized parameters by plotting response contours and surface graphs.
Statistical significances of comparisons were assessed using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) or
the Mann-Whitney test with the statistics software IBM SPSS (Version 22, SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA).
5. Conclusions
In summary, two broiler-derived probiotic Lactobacillus strains (L. salivarius and L. agilis) were
characterized for their preferred substrate utilization, biomass production, and oxygen tolerance as
well as their optimal protective agents during freeze-drying and in-feed storage. The response surface
methodology was employed to study the optimal composition of protective agents. The prepared
probiotic products were supplemented into feed and, although viability decreased, more viable cells
were recovered from samples with protectants. This study showed that optimal routines for lab-scale
production, processing, and storage of newly-isolated probiotic strains can be employed to increase the
technical production of probiotics for poultry nutrition. The results are expected to be further applied
for large-scale manufacturing of these probiotic Lactobacillus strains.
Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/1420-3049/24/18/3286/s1,
Figure S1 Linear plot fitting normal plot of residuals. A: L. salivarius. B: L. agilis. Table S1: Actual and coded levels
of variables employed in the Box-Bohnken design. Table S2: Factors and responses of the Box-Behnken design
(BBD). Table S3: Composition of feed used for in-feed storage experiments.
Author Contributions: H.R., W.V., and J.Z. organized the whole study. H.R. and W.V. developed the protocol of
the method and H.R. performed the experiments and analyzed data. H.R. wrote the first version of the manuscript.
W.V. and J.Z. revised the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript as submitted and agree
to be accountable for all aspects of the work.
Funding: The Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture of Germany (ESRAM project, No. 2817701014) supported
the study.
Acknowledgments: The publication of this article was funded by Freie Universität Berlin. We would like to thank
Marita Eitinger for her excellent lab support and Klaus Männer for his kind suggestions and help during the
protocol design and experimental stage. H.R. thanks the China Scholarship Council (CSC) for their support.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interests.
References
1. Grashorn, M.A. Use of phytobiotics in broiler nutrition – an alternative to infeed antibiotics? J. Anim. Feed
Sci. 2010, 19, 338–347. [CrossRef]
2. Gadde, U.; Kim, W.H.; Oh, S.T.; Lillehoj, H.S. Alternatives to antibiotics for maximizing growth performance
and feed efficiency in poultry: a review. Anim. Health Res. Rev. 2017, 18, 26–45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Molecules 2019, 24, 3286 14 of 17
3. Czaplewski, L.; Bax, R.; Clokie, M.; Dawson, M.; Fairhead, H.; Fischetti, V.A.; Foster, S.; Gilmore, B.F.;
Hancock, R.E.W.; Harper, D.; et al. Alternatives to antibiotics—A pipeline portfolio review. Lancet Infect. Dis.
2016, 16, 239–251. [CrossRef]
4. Gao, P.; Ma, C.; Sun, Z.; Wang, L.; Huang, S.; Su, X.; Xu, J.; Zhang, H. Feed-additive probiotics accelerate
yet antibiotics delay intestinal microbiota maturation in broiler chicken. Microbiome 2017, 5, 91. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
5. Wang, H.; Ni, X.; Qing, X.; Zeng, D.; Luo, M.; Liu, L.; Li, G.; Pan, K.; Jing, B. Live Probiotic Lactobacillus
johnsonii BS15 Promotes Growth Performance and Lowers Fat Deposition by Improving Lipid Metabolism,
Intestinal Development, and Gut Microflora in Broilers. Front. Microbiol. 2017, 8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Dowarah, R.; Verma, A.K.; Agarwal, N.; Singh, P. Efficacy of species-specific probiotic Pediococcus acidilactici
FT28 on blood biochemical profile, carcass traits and physicochemical properties of meat in fattening pigs.
Res. Vet. Sci. 2018, 117, 60–64. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Palma, M.L.; Zamith-Miranda, D.; Martins, F.S.; Bozza, F.A.; Nimrichter, L.; Montero-Lomeli, M.;
Marques, E.T.A.; Douradinha, B. Probiotic Saccharomyces cerevisiae strains as biotherapeutic tools: is
there room for improvement? Appl. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2015, 99, 6563–6570. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Abdou, A.M.; Hedia, R.H.; Omara, S.T.; Mahmoud, M.A.E.-F.; Kandil, M.M.; Bakry, M.A. Interspecies
comparison of probiotics isolated from different animals. Vet. World 2018, 11, 227–230. [CrossRef]
9. Ricci, A.; Chemaly, M.; Davies, R.; Salvador Fern Andez Esc Amez, P.; Gironés, R.; Herman, L.; Lindqvist, R.;
Nørrung, B.; Robertson, L.; Ru, G.; et al. Hazard analysis approaches for certain small retail establishments
in view of the application of their food safety management systems. Efsa J. 2017, 15, 4697.
10. Markowiak, P.; S´liz˙ewska, K. The role of probiotics, prebiotics and synbiotics in animal nutrition. Gut Pathog.
2018, 10, 21. [CrossRef]
11. Simon, O. Micro-organisms as feed additives–probiotics. In Advances in Pork Production; Zijlstra, R.O.B.R.T.,
Ed.; University of Alberta: Edmonton, AB, Canada, 2005; Volume 16.
12. Hwang, C.-F.; Chang, J.-H.; Houng, J.-Y.; Tsai, C.-C.; Lin, C.-K.; Tsen, H.-Y. Optimization of medium
composition for improving biomass production of Lactobacillus plantarum Pi06 using the Taguchi array
design and the Box-Behnken method. Biotechnol. Bioprocess Eng. 2012, 17, 827–834. [CrossRef]
13. Brinques, G.B.; do Carmo Peralba, M.; Ayub, M.A.Z. Optimization of probiotic and lactic acid production
by Lactobacillus plantarum in submerged bioreactor systems. J. Ind. Microbiol. Biot. 2010, 37, 205–212.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Manzoor, A.; Qazi, J.I.; Haq, I.U.; Mukhtar, H.; Rasool, A. Significantly enhanced biomass production of
a novel bio-therapeutic strain Lactobacillus plantarum (AS-14) by developing low cost media cultivation
strategy. J. Biol. Eng. 2017, 11, 17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Othman, M.; Ariff, A.B.; Wasoh, H.; Kapri, M.R.; Halim, M. Strategies for improving production performance
of probiotic Pediococcus acidilactici viable cell by overcoming lactic acid inhibition. AMB Express 2017, 7,
215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
16. Ouwehand, A.C.; Salminen, S.; Isolauri, E. Probiotics: An overview of beneficial effects. Antonie Van
Leeuwenhoek 2002, 82, 279–289. [CrossRef]
17. Zotta, T.; Guidone, A.; Ianniello, R.G.; Parente, E.; Ricciardi, A. Temperature and respiration affect the growth
and stress resistance of Lactobacillus plantarum C17. J. Appl. Microbiol. 2013, 115, 848–858. [CrossRef]
18. Carvalho, A.S.; Silva, J.; Ho, P.; Teixeira, P.; Malcata, F.X.; Gibbs, P. Effect of various growth media upon
survival during storage of freeze-dried Enterococcus faecalis and Enterococcus durans. J. Appl. Microbiol.
2003, 94, 947–952. [CrossRef]
19. Jalali, M.; Abedi, D.; Varshosaz, J.; Najjarzadeh, M.; Mirlohi, M.; Tavakoli, N. Stability evaluation of
freeze-dried Lactobacillus paracasei subsp. tolerance and Lactobacillus delbrueckii subsp. bulgaricus in oral
capsules. Res. Pharm. Sci. 2012, 7, 31–36.
20. Saarela, M.; Virkajärvi, I.; Alakomi, H.-L.; Sigvart-Mattila, P.; Mättö, J. Stability and functionality of
freeze-dried probiotic Bifidobacterium cells during storage in juice and milk. Int. Dairy J. 2006, 16, 1477–1482.
[CrossRef]
21. Schoug, Å.; Olsson, J.; Carlfors, J.; Schnürer, J.; Håkansson, S. Freeze-drying of Lactobacillus coryniformis
Si3—effects of sucrose concentration, cell density, and freezing rate on cell survival and thermophysical
properties. Cryobiology 2006, 53, 119–127. [CrossRef]
Molecules 2019, 24, 3286 15 of 17
22. Siaterlis, A.; Deepika, G.; Charalampopoulos, D. Effect of culture medium and cryoprotectants on the growth
and survival of probiotic lactobacilli during freeze drying. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 2009, 48, 295–301. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]
23. Juárez Tomás, M.S.; Bru, E.; Martos, G.; Nader-Macías, M.E. Stability of freeze-dried vaginal Lactobacillus
strains in the presence of different lyoprotectors. Can. J. Microbiol. 2009, 55, 544–552. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Meng, X.C.; Stanton, C.; Fitzgerald, G.F.; Daly, C.; Ross, R.P. Anhydrobiotics: The challenges of drying
probiotic cultures. Food Chem. 2008, 106, 1406–1416. [CrossRef]
25. Han, L.; Pu, T.; Wang, X.; Liu, B.; Wang, Y.; Feng, J.; Zhang, X. Optimization of a protective medium
for enhancing the viability of freeze-dried Bacillus amyloliquefaciens B1408 based on response surface
methodology. Cryobiology 2018, 81, 101–106. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Huang, L.; Lu, Z.; Yuan, Y.; Lü, F.; Bie, X. Optimization of a protective medium for enhancing the viability of
freeze-dried Lactobacillus delbrueckii subsp. bulgaricus based on response surface methodology. J. Ind.
Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2006, 33, 55–61. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
27. Ferreira, S.L.C.; Bruns, R.E.; Ferreira, H.S.; Matos, G.D.; David, J.M.; Brandão, G.C.; da Silva, E.G.P.;
Portugal, L.A.; dos Reis, P.S.; Souza, A.S.; et al. Box-Behnken design: An alternative for the optimization of
analytical methods. Anal. Chim. Acta 2007, 597, 179–186. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
28. Das, A.K.; Dewanjee, S. Chapter 3—Optimization of Extraction Using Mathematical Models and Computation.
In Computational Phytochemistry; Sarker, S.D., Nahar, L., Eds.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2018;
pp. 75–106. [CrossRef]
29. Khoramnia, A.; Abdullah, N.; Liew, S.L.; Sieo, C.C.; Ramasamy, K.; Ho, Y.W. Enhancement of viability of
a probiotic Lactobacillus strain for poultry during freeze-drying and storage using the response surface
methodology. Anim. Sci. J. 2011, 82, 127–135. [CrossRef]
30. Min, M.; Bunt, C.R.; Mason, S.L.; Bennett, G.N.; Hussain, M.A. Effect of Non-Dairy Food Matrices on the
Survival of Probiotic Bacteria during Storage. Microorganisms 2017, 5, 43. [CrossRef]
31. Vinderola, G.; Binetti, A.; Burns, P.; Reinheimer, J. Cell Viability and Functionality of Probiotic Bacteria in
Dairy Products. Front. Microbiol. 2011, 2. [CrossRef]
32. Govender, M.; Choonara, Y.E.; Kumar, P.; du Toit, L.C.; van Vuuren, S.; Pillay, V. A review of the advancements
in probiotic delivery: Conventional vs. non-conventional formulations for intestinal flora supplementation.
AAPS Pharmscitech 2013, 15, 29–43. [CrossRef]
33. Del Piano, M.; Morelli, L.; Strozzi, G.P.; Allesina, S.; Barba, M.; Deidda, F.; Lorenzini, P.; Ballaré, M.;
Montino, F.; Orsello, M.; et al. Probiotics: from research to consumer. Dig. Liver Dis. 2006, 38, S248–S255.
[CrossRef]
34. Hammes, W.P.; Hertel, C. The Genera Lactobacillus and Carnobacterium. In The Prokaryotes: Volume 4:
Bacteria: Firmicutes, Cyanobacteria; Dworkin, M., Falkow, S., Rosenberg, E., Schleifer, K.-H., Stackebrandt, E.,
Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2006; pp. 320–403. [CrossRef]
35. Söderberg, K.H.; Probanza, A.; Jumpponen, A.; Bååth, E. The microbial community in the rhizosphere
determined by community-level physiological profiles (CLPP) and direct soil– and cfu–PLFA techniques.
Appl. Soil Ecol. 2004, 25, 135–145. [CrossRef]
36. Garland, J.L.; Mills, A.L. Classification and characterization of heterotrophic microbial communities on
the basis of patterns of community-level sole-carbon-source utilization. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 1991, 57,
2351–2359.
37. Stefanowicz, A. The Biolog Plates Technique as a Tool in Ecological Studies of Microbial Communities. Pol. J.
Environ. Stud. 2006, 15, 669–676.
38. Lee, H.M.; Lee, Y. A differential medium for lactic acid-producing bacteria in a mixed culture. Lett. Appl.
Microbiol. 2008, 46, 676–681. [CrossRef]
39. Mitropoulou, G.; Nedovic, V.; Goyal, A.; Kourkoutas, Y. Immobilization technologies in probiotic food
production. J. Nutr. Metab. 2013, 2013, 716861. [CrossRef]
40. Maresca, D.; Zotta, T.; Mauriello, G. Adaptation to Aerobic Environment of Lactobacillus johnsonii/gasseri
Strains. Front. Microbiol. 2018, 9, 157. [CrossRef]
41. Siciliano, R.A.; Pannella, G.; Lippolis, R.; Ricciardi, A.; Mazzeo, M.F.; Zotta, T. Impact of aerobic and
respirative life-style on Lactobacillus casei N87 proteome. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2019, 298, 51–62. [CrossRef]
Molecules 2019, 24, 3286 16 of 17
42. Leroy, F.; De Vuyst, L. Growth of the bacteriocin-producing Lactobacillus sakei strain CTC 494 in MRS broth
is strongly reduced due to nutrient exhaustion: a nutrient depletion model for the growth of lactic acid
bacteria. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 2001, 67, 4407–4413. [CrossRef]
43. To, B.C.S.; Etzel, M.R. Spray Drying, Freeze Drying, or Freezing of Three Different Lactic Acid Bacteria
Species. J. Food Sci. 1997, 62, 576–578. [CrossRef]
44. Savini, M.; Cecchini, C.; Verdenelli, M.C.; Silvi, S.; Orpianesi, C.; Cresci, A. Pilot-scale production and viability
analysis of freeze-dried probiotic bacteria using different protective agents. Nutrients 2010, 2, 330–339.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
45. Thammavongs, B.; Corroler, D.; Panoff, J.-M.; Auffray, Y.; Boutibonnes, P. Physiological response of
Enterococcus faecalis JH2-2 to cold shock: growth at low temperatures and freezing/thawing challenge. Lett.
Appl. Microbiol. 1996, 23, 398–402. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
46. Berny, J.F.; Hennebert, G.L. Viability and Stability of Yeast Cells and Filamentous Fungus Spores During
Freeze-Drying: Effects of Protectants and Cooling Rates. Mycologia 1991, 83, 805–815. [CrossRef]
47. Lapsiri, W.; Bhandari, B.; Wanchaitanawong, P. Viability of Lactobacillus plantarum TISTR 2075 in Different
Protectants during Spray Drying and Storage. Dry. Technol. 2012, 30, 1407–1412. [CrossRef]
48. Carvalho, A.S.; Silva, J.; Ho, P.; Teixeira, P.; Malcata, F.X.; Gibbs, P. Survival of freeze-dried Lactobacillus
plantarum and Lactobacillus rhamnosus during storage in the presence of protectants. Biotechnol. Lett. 2002,
24, 1587–1591. [CrossRef]
49. Zayed, G.; Roos, Y.H. Influence of trehalose and moisture content on survival of Lactobacillus salivarius
subjected to freeze-drying and storage. Process Biochem. 2004, 39, 1081–1086. [CrossRef]
50. Gwak, H.J.; Lee, J.-H.; Kim, T.-W.; Choi, H.-J.; Jang, J.-Y.; Lee, S.I.; Park, H.W. Protective effect of soy powder
and microencapsulation on freeze-dried Lactobacillus brevis WK12 and Lactococcus lactis WK11 during
storage. Food Sci. Biotechnol. 2015, 24, 2155–2160. [CrossRef]
51. Ming, L.C.; Rahim, R.A.; Wan, H.Y.; Ariff, A.B. Formulation of Protective Agents for Improvement of
Lactobacillus salivarius I 24 Survival Rate Subjected to Freeze Drying for Production of Live Cells in
Powderized Form. Food Bioprocess Technol. 2009, 2, 431. [CrossRef]
52. Hubálek, Z. Protectants used in the cryopreservation of microorganisms. Cryobiology 2003, 46, 205–229.
[CrossRef]
53. Lu, Y.; Huang, L.; Yang, T.; Lv, F.; Lu, Z. Optimization of a cryoprotective medium to increase the viability of
freeze-dried Streptococcus thermophilus by response surface methodology. LWT 2017, 80, 92–97. [CrossRef]
54. Selmer-Olsen, E.; Birkeland, S.-E.; Sørhaug, T. Effect of protective solutes on leakage from and survival of
immobilized Lactobacillus subjected to drying, storage and rehydration. J. Appl. Microbiol. 1999, 87, 429–437.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
55. Abadias, M.; Benabarre, A.; Teixidó, N.; Usall, J.; Viñas, I. Effect of freeze drying and protectants on viability
of the biocontrol yeast Candida sake. Int. J. Food Microbiol. 2001, 65, 173–182. [CrossRef]
56. Crowe, J.H.; Crowe, L.M.; Oliver, A.E.; Tsvetkova, N.; Wolkers, W.; Tablin, F. The Trehalose Myth Revisited:
Introduction to a Symposium on Stabilization of Cells in the Dry State. Cryobiology 2001, 43, 89–105.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]
57. Giulio, B.D.; Orlando, P.; Barba, G.; Coppola, R.; Rosa, M.D.; Sada, A.; Prisco, P.P.D.; Nazzaro, F. Use
of alginate and cryo-protective sugars to improve the viability of lactic acid bacteria after freezing and
freeze-drying. World J. Microbiol. Biotechnol. 2005, 21, 739–746. [CrossRef]
58. Carvalho, A.S.; Silva, J.; Ho, P.; Teixeira, P.; Malcata, F.X.; Gibbs, P. Protective effect of sorbitol and monosodium
glutamate during storage of freeze-dried lactic acid bacteria. Lait 2003, 83, 203–210. [CrossRef]
59. Li, H.; Lu, M.; Guo, H.; Li, W.; Zhang, H. Protective Effect of Sucrose on the Membrane Properties of
Lactobacillus casei Zhang Subjected to Freeze-Drying. J. Food Prot. 2010, 73, 715–719. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
60. Pan, L.-X.; Fang, X.-J.; Yu, Z.; Xin, Y.; Liu, X.-Y.; Shi, L.-E.; Tang, Z.-X. Encapsulation in alginate–skim milk
microspheres improves viability of Lactobacillus bulgaricus in stimulated gastrointestinal conditions. Int. J.
Food Sci. Nutr. 2013, 64, 380–384. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
61. Deeseenthum, S.; Leelavatcharamas, V.; D Brookes, J. Effect of Feeding Bacillus sp. As Probiotic Bacteria on
Growth of Giant Freshwater Prawn (Macrobrachium rosenbergii de Man). Pak. J. Biol. Sci. Pjbs 2007, 10,
1481–1485. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Molecules 2019, 24, 3286 17 of 17
62. Sadguruprasad, L.; Basavaraj, M. Statistical modelling for optimized lyophilization of Lactobacillus
acidophilus strains for improved viability and stability using response surface methodology. AMB Express
2018, 8, 129. [CrossRef]
63. Baudoin, E.; Benizri, E.; Guckert, A. Metabolic fingerprint of microbial communities from distinct maize
rhizosphere compartments. Eur. J. Soil Biol. 2001, 37, 85–93. [CrossRef]
64. Bezerra, M.A.; Santelli, R.E.; Oliveira, E.P.; Villar, L.S.; Escaleira, L.A. Response surface methodology (RSM)
as a tool for optimization in analytical chemistry. Talanta 2008, 76, 965–977. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
65. Latha, S.; Sivaranjani, G.; Dhanasekaran, D. Response surface methodology: A non-conventional statistical
tool to maximize the throughput of Streptomyces species biomass and their bioactive metabolites. Crit. Rev.
Microbiol. 2017, 43, 567–582. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Sample Availability: Samples of the compounds are not available from the authors.
© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
